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Introduction 
 
It is well known that forest resources contribute to the livelihoods of many rural people 
throughout the world. An estimated 1.2 billion people rely on forests for some part of their 
livelihoods, while 350 million people are highly forest dependent and 60 million completely 
depend on forests for their livelihoods (Vedeld et al. 2004).  
 
It is increasingly argued that forests can be a resource for poverty reduction. However, the 
extent to which forest resources contribute to the rural economy and rural livelihoods and the 
potential for forests to contribute to poverty reduction are not well recognized by national 
economic planners and policy-makers. A reoccurring example of this is when the importance 
of forests is overlooked in national development processes such as poverty-reduction 
strategies due to inadequate evidence documenting how forests sustain the poor.  
 
Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) for most countries tend to show little awareness 
of the potential contribution of forests to poverty reduction. National forest plans tend to 
ignore poverty concerns or assume that better forest management will address poverty. 
Consequently, there is a need to provide documentation to highlight the value of forests for 
poverty reduction in order to facilitate better incorporation of forests in poverty-reduction 
strategies and to encourage appropriate investment. 
 
To build better knowledge on this critical relationship, PROFOR developed a “Poverty-
Forests Linkages Toolkit” to facilitate relevant data collection and analysis. The Toolkit was 
created in partnership with the Centre for International Forestry Research (CIFOR), the World 
Conservation Union (IUCN), the Overseas Development Institute (ODI), and Winrock 
International, on the basis of case studies in Guinea, Indonesia, the Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Nepal, Mexico, and Tanzania. 
 
The Toolkit was conceived as a means to develop methodologies for documenting the 
linkages between forests, poverty, and poverty reduction and approaches to providing such 
documentation in a form useful to economic planners, along with strategies for making 
forest–poverty linkages more visible to planners. 
 
This paper describes the Toolkit, its rationale, and its purposes. It then provides a case study 
to illustrate the application of the Toolkit at the field level. 
 
Poverty Reduction and the Potential Contribution of Forests 
 
Measuring poverty has evolved over time from the use of a purely US dollar-based approach 
to attempts to capture the voices of the poor themselves in their experience of poverty. 
Research in recent years has shown that the poor are more vulnerable, more exposed to risk, 
and have to make a living from more diverse resources than the less poor. It has shown that 
the poor may not have the power or confidence to express the need for change—or a platform 
for this purpose. Studies to illuminate the situations of the moderately poor (the just-poor) and 
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of the very poor (the chronic poor who inherit and bequeathe poverty) have been significant. 
In addition, much has been learned from research on poverty differences dictated by age, 
gender, ethnicity, class, or caste and other culturally specific variables. 
 
Despite the common but by no means universal trend in many countries for natural forest 
cover to decline over time, supplies from forests continue to be very important to rural people. 
They are valued for a wide range of current consumption needs and for small regular sources 
of cash. These values increase in times of difficulty such as when rains fail, or when 
productive members of the household fall ill, die, or disappear. They are also important in 
helping to even out seasonal fluctuations in food availability, or for portions of the year when 
some household members are absent as seasonal migrants. They are especially important in 
remoter areas, further from markets and roads, where income-generation and laboring 
opportunities are more limited. 
 
Although wealthier rural households within a community may be greater users of forest 
products by volume, poorer households often depend on the forest for a larger proportion of 
their overall livelihoods. They supplement returns from their more limited land, wealth in 
animals, and pool of labor with forest income, and while the amount of income obtained from 
forest products may be small, as a proportion of overall annual cash and noncash income, it is 
often significant. Forest product-gathering activities can be particularly important to women 
because many can be combined with household tasks, require no capital start-up costs, and 
generate cash that women can allocate to ends not prioritized by their husbands.  
 
Often poorly understood is the role that forests play in reducing long-term poverty and in 
helping people to escape from poverty. We suggest that forests help to move the chronically 
poor to the occasionally poor, and the poor to the less poor, but over more than one 
generation. We have seen how women use nonwood forest products (NWFPs) to generate 
cash for school fees and school uniforms for their primary schoolchildren; and how fathers 
sell timber, or cattle fed on forest browse, to send these children on to secondary school. The 
forest also has a role in helping part-families survive tough times at home while key 
household members build a bridgehead as labor migrants to urban opportunity, or to invest 
more money in the farm. All these examples show how strategies for escaping poverty are 
often constructed at a household rather than an individual level. 
 
A recent meta-analysis of 54 primary studies of rural livelihoods in and near forests (Vedeld 
et al. 2004) broadly suggests, while it was not a statistically representative sample, that forest 
income represents something like 20% of total annual cash and noncash income of 
households in such places. It further suggests that about half of this forest income comes as 
cash, and that forest incomes have a strong equalizing effect. 
  
The role of forests in poverty reduction requires some definition of what is counted as a 
forest-based contribution to livelihoods. Following CIFOR’s Poverty Environment Network 
(PEN) guidelines,3 we define forest products as anything collected from a forest, or from 
trees. These include wood and NWFPs, whether tree-, plant-, or animal-based.  
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How Can the Poverty-Forests Linkages Toolkit Help to Address 
These Problems?  
 
The adoption of the Millennium Development Goals, including the International 
Development Target of halving global poverty by 2015, has impacted on national 
development strategies and the funding priorities of multilateral and bilateral agencies. 
Poverty reduction as the primary objective of development has required that all sectors, 
including forestry, are able to articulate their contribution to poverty reduction.    
 
PRSPs have become the main mechanism for governments in many least developed countries 
to define their budget and policy priorities, and to gain access to concessional International 
Development Association (IDA) loans to help meet these priorities.  
 
In the initial PRSPs and interim PRSPs there was almost no analysis of the contribution of 
forests to rural livelihoods, or of the measures required to capture or expand their potential. 
Very few, if any, links were made between PRSPs and National Forest Programs (NFPs). 
Though full PRSPs were on the whole better than earlier versions in mentioning the 
importance of forests, methods for capturing this information remained unelaborated.  
 
If PRSPs fail to incorporate data from the forest sector, national efforts to reduce poverty and 
vulnerability will undercount the critical role that forest resources currently play—and the 
potentially greater role they could play—in the livelihoods of the poor. Similarly, Forest 
Ministries and NFPs are not collecting forest data in such a way that they shed light on the 
contribution forests make to poverty reduction. But as we suggest, a limitation has been a lack 
of information on the contribution of forests to poverty reduction, or rather no good 
mechanism for moving from interesting research findings to data inclusion that can lead to 
action. The primary objective of the Toolkit, then, has been to facilitate this inclusion.  
 
Who Are the Target Audiences for Results Generated by the 
Toolkit? 
 
The Toolkit is intended primarily to generate information for audiences to be found at two 
national government levels—bodies concerned directly with poverty reduction, and the 
Ministry responsible for gathering forest data and referring the data on to the Poverty 
Reduction Strategy (PRS) coordinating unit (against clear-cut sectoral poverty indicators 
agreed with the coordinating unit) and to the NFP if there is one. 
 
Our findings conclude that there is demand from Forest Ministries for new forms of reporting 
in the context of demand that they supply the PRSP with summary poverty data. 
 
Who Are the Toolkit’s Users?  
 
The Toolkit was originally conceived as a means for enabling its users to gather data with 
which to make a case to the Toolkit’s audience for the importance of forests on poverty 
reduction. The Toolkit shows users not only how to gather and analyze this information on the 
ground, but then how to use findings to present data on forests and the poor to key decision-
makers and planners.   
 
The first group of users should be individuals or institutions familiar with national-level 
poverty processes and with Natural Resource Ministries and they should also have, or build, a 
link with the lead organizers of the field-end activities. This group has two tasks—planning 
the work undertaken before the collection of field data and preparing and presenting data for 
different audiences after they have been collected. Where national-level change is the goal, 
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this group of users will have overall control of both local- and national-level processes, and 
will take final responsibility for delivering the product.  
 
The second group is composed of users in the field. The Toolkit is designed to be simple 
enough to be used easily and relatively quickly by nongovernment organizations (NGOs) or 
civil society organizations (CSOs), in collaboration with local forestry or local government 
forestry personnel and local government staff. It enables them to collect information with 
which to understand forest dependence locally.   
 
There are also other potential targets who are both users and audiences. While the Toolkit was 
originally conceived simply as a means of making key national-level institutions more aware 
of the role that forests play for the poor, it is already clear that its field component has wider 
potential uses. 
 
The research NGO who helped to test it in Tanzania found it so useful that it has decided to 
use it in future as a tool for understanding forest-related issues in new areas in the course of 
project identification. The information collected and analyzed will also be used subsequently 
as baseline information for planning purposes.  
 
IUCN is currently using it in 11 different world regions as part of a three-year project, The 
Livelihoods and Landscapes’ Initiative, to address forests and poverty issues more directly in 
its own work, and to bring them to the attention of national governments.  
 
What Does the Poverty-Forests Linkages Toolkit Deliver?  
 
Like Participatory Poverty Assessments (PPAs), the Toolkit delivers local-level “snapshot 
data” on forest reliance and the livelihood and poverty-reduction contribution of forests. This 
is the first qualitative step in a process that is intended to make the case for the importance of 
forests and lead to the gathering of more quantitative data on the role of forests in the incomes 
of the poor in the future. 
 
The Toolkit can rapidly assess dependence on forests; can provide a vehicle for poor people 
to comment upon forest laws, policies, and programs and their impacts upon local people’s 
livelihoods; can identify policy problems and opportunities; and deliver data on topics 
impossible to get at quickly through orthodox quantitative methods but which could be 
followed up through quantitative survey methods subsequently. 
 
In addition, the Toolkit includes two other elements. The first is an explanation of the PRSP 
process and identification of the strategies and skills needed for influencing it (including 
potential entry points for forestry). The second is a Field Manual to support training and 
capacity building for local government forest officials, as well as the collection of information 
to understand forest dependence locally and hands-on application of participatory assessment 
tools. 
 
What the Toolkit cannot do is deliver data of the kind collected through slower, more detailed 
and expensive quantitative survey methods (though its snapshot approach indicates whether 
such research might be of value); and it cannot monitor progress towards poverty reduction 
over time. 
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National-level Analysis  
 
The purpose of national-level analysis is to find out whether or not the contribution of forests 
to poverty reduction is already being mainstreamed into current national-level policies, 
programs, and laws, and whether poverty issues are yet being taken into account in forest 
sector processes.  
 
The Poverty-reduction Strategy Process  
 
PRSPs are now a requirement for poor countries if they wish to receive concessionary 
assistance from the World Bank (through the IDA system for low interest loans) and the 
International Monetary Fund (IMF). The World Bank’s Country Assistance Strategies (CAS) 
for poor countries are now based on their PRSPs, and lending arrangements, in the form of 
Poverty Reduction Support Credits (PRSCs) are harmonized with the timing of the 
government’s PRS-oriented budget cycle.  
 
About 70 poor countries are engaged in PRS processes, and the PRS has become the standard 
planning framework for these countries. It involves a comprehensive and participatory 
diagnosis of poverty, the prioritization of actions to be taken, and the development of targets, 
indicators, and systems for monitoring and evaluating progress towards them. 
 
PRSPs are to be revised every three to five years, and it is already evident that second 
generation strategies are improving on the first generation in various ways. The first 
generation contributed to a stronger focus on poverty inside government; to much greater 
engagement of civil society in poverty policy; and to better donor alignment at the country 
level. At the same time these early PRS activities took place at only the highest echelons of 
government, often in a specially-created niche. The new focus on poverty reduction has been 
weakly conveyed to many sectoral ministries, and has rarely reached local government at all.  
 
Second generation PRSPs are attempting to deal with these weaknesses as a more 
comprehensive economy-wide plan develops. Use of the PRSPs leads to better and more pro-
poor expenditure tracking, a more logical allocation of resources in government budgetary 
cycles, and eventually to Medium Term Expenditure Frameworks (MTEFs) with a three-year 
time span, within which all ministries explicitly link their programs to poverty reduction. 
Monitoring systems track progress, relying in part on general data gathered by national 
statistics institutions, and in part on sectoral poverty monitoring.  
 
The Forest Sector and National Forest Programs 
 
NFPs were one of the outcomes of the intergovernmental forest dialogue which ran from the 
United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) conference in Rio in 
1992 through to the formation of the United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF) in October 
2000. The National Forest Programme Facility at the Food and Agriculture Organization of 
the United Nations (FAO) in Rome was established in 2002.   
 
NFPs explicitly state that they should be linked to the broader processes of sustainable 
development, decentralization, and poverty reduction. In fact, while some sectors (education 
or health, for instance) can relatively easily supply appropriate indicators for poverty 
monitoring to the PRSP monitoring framework, in the case of forestry, much more innovation 
is needed.  
 
Traditionally, the forest data collected relate almost entirely to the resource itself—to 
mensuration, production, natural forest area, and numbers of trees planted. It is impossible to 
demonstrate the contribution of forests and forest products to the annual incomes of poor 
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people with these kinds of data and the PRSP actually challenges the forest sector to start 
reporting in new or additional ways. 
 
Preliminary National-level Tasks for Toolkit Users  
 
National-level tasks for the Toolkit team include acquiring familiarity with the progress of the 
country’s PRS process, while at the same time building interest in the proposition that the 
contribution of forests to poverty reduction has been underestimated, and that the purpose of 
the Toolkit is to make this clear and to provoke action.  
 
In the case of the forest sector, Toolkit users have a simpler task. It should be expected that 
forestry data in the past will have been weak on livelihoods. However, it is important to 
discover how (if at all) the Ministry/Department of Forests currently feeds data into the PRS 
process, and how local-level data collection is conducted and fed up to the national level.  
 
Before the Toolkit’s potential role can be assessed, it is vital that line management and 
information pathways from the local level to the national level for annual data gathering and 
for the PRS process are well understood, and the potential information breakpoints located. 
Information may pass sectorally, or be collated at local government level and forwarded to a 
national Ministry (such as that for local government). Through interviews with PRS officials, 
forestry officials, and possibly other Ministries with special responsibilities, it is important to 
grasp lines of authority and the routes that monitoring information take. Finally, poverty and 
forestry stakeholders need to be convinced that it is worth putting some effort into building 
more consideration of forests into the PRS. 
 
Probably the strongest starting point is within the Forestry Ministry or Department. The ideal 
way to begin, along with preliminary discussions and fact-finding, might be with a seminar in 
which the Toolkit users explain its purpose and the kinds of data it can produce. If there is 
already a forest sector advisory group, the Toolkit should be presented there, and regular 
updates and report-backs made as the process unfolds in the field, and when data gathering is 
complete. If there is no such group, an advisory group for the Toolkit process should be 
established in the Forest Ministry/Department, containing both key staff, including those 
responsible for forestry data collection and representatives from sector donors.   
 
From the poverty side, the first reaction of PRS officials to suggestions that the forest sector 
has a contribution to make to poverty reduction is likely to be that there are plenty of 
excluded sectors looking for a place at the PRS table, not all of which can be accommodated. 
The answer to this is that, if the analysis conducted by Vedeld et al. (2004) is correct, rural 
incomes are currently being undercounted by 20 to 25%. Not only is the poverty-reduction 
capacity of forest being ignored, there is a likelihood of poverty increase if forest resources 
are abruptly made inaccessible to local people.  
 
National-level analysis makes it clear whether the Toolkit exercise can proceed with the 
support and encouragement of the Forestry Ministry or Department, and of those responsible 
for the evolution of the PRS, or whether initially only one of these bodies is relevant.  
 
“Champions” of the process and the data are needed, who see the point of the exercise; take 
an interest in choices about where and how to collect the data; and are prepared to help the 
Toolkit team once the data are in, to find pathways for the results to have political leverage. If 
no such champions can be found, the Toolkit exercise may well have to be abandoned.  
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The Tools and Examples from Local-level Application  
 
The tools are listed with their purposes hereunder: 
 
Tool 1: Wealth Ranking  
 
Purpose: To select the households who will take part in the focus group exercises.  
 
Tool 2: Local Landscape Situation Analysis 
 
Purpose: To make a visual assessment of the range and type of local resources with the 
guidance of villagers. 
 
Tool 3: Timeline and Trends 
 
Purpose: To record changes over time in forest resources, agriculture, population density, 
governance arrangements, etc. 
 
Tool 4: Livelihoods Analysis 
 
Purpose: To determine cash and subsistence reliance on forests and the proportion of annual 
income coming from forests. 
 
Tool 5: Trees and Forest Products Importance  
 
Purpose: To rank forest products by importance for cash or subsistence use.  
 
Tool 6: User Rights, User Responsibilities and Benefits 
 
Purpose: To obtain villagers’ perspectives of all forest stakeholders, the benefits they derive 
from the forest, and the rights and responsibilities they exercise. 
 
Tool 7: Forest Problem and Solution Matrix  
 
Purpose: To identify and rank forest problems (related to policy, regulation, or tenure/access) 
and to suggest solutions.  
 
Tool 8: Village Report-back 
 
Purpose: To report findings and to leave villagers with results in a visual form, with an 
indication of the next steps. 
 
Highlights from using the tools in Busongo village in Tanzania now follow.  
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Village Case Study Results as Generated by the Poverty-
Forest Linkages Toolkit: Busongo Village, Shinyanga Region, 
Tanzania, February 2006 
 
Introduction 
 
The village of Busongo in Shinyanga lies in a dry, sandy slightly undulating landscape about 
45 minutes by car outside Shinyanga town to the northwest. It falls within the home area of 
the Sukuma people, who spread all the way to Mwanza and Lake Victoria. Houses are built of 
mud-brick with thatched or corrugated iron roofs. The village contains 255 households, and 
there is a small village meeting room and a shop. Average household size in Shinyanga is 
about six persons (Tanzania Census 2002). Thorny acacias have been preserved throughout 
the village so that most houses have some shade nearby to sit under, and this is where the 
forest-focused appraisal exercises took place.  
 
 
Wealth Ranking (Tool 1) 
 
In an opening village plenary composed of the Village Committee, Ward representatives, and 
others, we drew out the main indicators of wealth in the village, preparatory to undertaking a 
wealth-ranking exercise. 
 
Wealth Indicators in this Context 
 
The consensus was that cattle ownership was the most important indicator. Anything over 30 
head constituted real household wealth, some households owning 100 or more. An average 
household owned from 10 to 29 head; a poor household owned from one to nine, and a very 
poor household owned none.   
 
Land availability. The rich own at least 8 hectares, enough to feed the household for the year, 
and leave some remaining to trade with. Some owners with large numbers of animals kept 
almost all of their land (12–20 hectares) for grazing, and exchanged animals for the sorghum 
and maize grown by others. Middle-income households had 4–6 hectares, which normally 
yielded the 26 bags of sorghum or maize the household needed for annual self-sufficiency. 
The poor had smaller holdings than this and in a few cases of extreme poverty, no land at all. 
All land is rain-fed. The point was made that a household could not be wealthy if it invested 
only in agriculture. Cattle increase the possibility of adapting to shocks and emergencies, 
much more than crop production alone can do.  
 
Housing materials and other indicators based on consumer durables. We asked about 
housing materials as indicators of wealth. Though everyone knew that an average household 
might have a house with a roof using 30 sheets of corrugated iron, this was regarded as a 
minor wealth indicator compared with cattle and landholdings. Other indicators suggested—
bicycles, plows, and other consumer durables—were not regarded as important at all. 
 
Signs of extreme poverty included not having enough clothes to wear; not growing enough 
food to get through the year, and not having enough money to make up the shortfall through 
purchase. Being old and alone and having to rely for food on the charity of distant relatives or 
neighbors was seen as a sign of profound poverty. 
 
Wealth ranking was conducted with the village leadership, and with a complete list of all the 
households in each ward in the village. The name of each household head was sorted into one 
of the four categories “rich,” “middle-income,” “poor,” and “very poor.” Busongo has 18 rich 
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households, 29 middle-income households, 150 poor households, and 58 very poor 
households. 
 
As the team had only facilitators to work with four groups, participants were randomly 
selected to create groups as follows: a rich/middle-income male group drawing five names 
from each category (10 in all); a rich/middle-income female group drawing five names from 
each (10 in all); a poor/very poor male group drawing five names from each (10 in all); and a 
poor/very poor female group drawing five names from each (10 in all). 
 
Local Landscape Situation Analysis (Tool 2)  
 
A half day was spent becoming familiar with the landscape around Busongo, and visiting 
farmland, ngitilis (small communally or privately owned forests),4 and areas where cattle 
were grazing so that the information the villagers subsequently discussed had a meaning for 
the session facilitators. It is important to observe the kinds of resources that exist in the area, 
in the company of people who understand how the landscape is being used. Some parts of the 
area were covered by walking and some by driving. In this case it was not, unfortunately, 
possible to look at the landscape through the eyes of men and women separately, though this 
is normally the ideal. 
 
The sketch made of the Busongo landscape is not a literal drawing of one place, but an 
amalgamation of several common landscape features and their spatial relationship one to 
another. The landscape is actually fairly flat, with the low hills further apart than represented 
in Figure 1. 
 
The informal survey was conducted in Shinyanga at a time when a drought, which some 
feared would be the worst since 1962, was just taking hold. Grazing in the open plains was 
exhausted, crop residues had long gone, and the grazing usually preserved inside ngitilis had 
been used up as well. Cattle were being gathered under the baobab trees that dot the 
landscape, so that herd-boys could climb the trees and lop off leaves for them. Grain prices 
had risen and cattle prices had depreciated—always a serious sign of drought. 
 
It was also noteworthy in the ngitilis that a great deal (more than usual we were told) of 
lopping of side branches and whole stems was taking place, often illicitly. These were being 
sold for fuelwood, charcoal, and for timber to raise cash to buy sacks of maize for households 
that had exhausted their own stores.   
 
In other words, the function of trees and forests as a livelihood buffer in times of emergency 
was being heavily drawn on throughout the area at this time.  
 
 
                                                 
4 These traditional areas of woodland or bushland are set aside by the Sukuma people as grazing and 
fodder reserves. The HASHI (Soil Conservation, Shinyanga [Hifadhi Ardhi, Shinyanga]) Programme, 
with considerable success, revived this practice. The program was supported by Norway for many 
years. 
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Figure 1: Sketch of Busongo Landscape 
 
 
 
 
Timeline and Trends (Tool 3) 
 
The history of an area, especially change in governance and the land-use system provides 
important background information. Here a timeline of periods or events was suggested by 
villagers against which to discuss natural resource trends (Table 1).   
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Table 1: Timeline of Events in the Context of Natural Resource Trends 
 
Time 
Periods 
Themes 
1960s 
Colonial Period 
to Independence  
1970s 
Ujamaa and 
Villagization 
1980s 
Nyerere 
Retired 1985, 
Slow End of 
Ujamaa 
1990s 2000–2006 
C
A
TT
LE
 
Bush areas which 
used to harbor 
tsetse fly 
gradually cleared 
from the 1920s 
onwards. Cattle 
then multiplied. 
Heavy 
deforestation 
resulted. 
Great growth in 
cattle and human 
numbers. 
Growth in cattle 
and human 
numbers. 
Growth in 
cattle and 
human 
numbers. 
Too many 
cattle and 
nowhere to 
feed them. 
FO
R
ES
TS
 
Original 
vegetation, 
woodland/bushlan
d. ngitilis set aside 
by Sukuma 
people as dry 
season grazing 
reserves, when 
forest cleared for 
agriculture. Trees 
were incidental, 
just shade 
protecting the 
grass. 
Ujamaa and 
Villag-ization 
destroyed many 
indigenous 
natural resource 
systems. Many 
ngitilis destroyed 
when people 
were moved into 
villages and the 
forest they had 
protected was left 
unattended. 
HASHI 
Programme 
launched in 
1986. HASHI 
wanted to revive 
ngitilis. Some 
still there but 
very depleted; 
some newly 
created by 
HASHI. People 
cautious at 
first—watched 
and judged 
activities. 
But by the 
1990s people 
had seen that 
more ngitilis 
was a very 
good idea. 
They began to 
be created 
rapidly. This 
time they 
were not just 
used for 
fodder, but for 
a wider range 
of tree 
products. 
Communal 
ngitilis are 
not always in 
the right 
place. 
More 
demand for 
ngitili 
products 
than can be 
supplied, 
especially for 
the poor. 
Complaints 
that there is 
not enough 
land for any 
more ngitilis. 
LA
N
D
O
W
N
ER
SH
IP
 
Landownership 
originally followed 
Sukuma custom. 
There were 
private fields, 
private grazing 
reserves, and 
communal forest 
areas.  
Ujamaa and 
Villagization 
created state 
ownership of 
rural lands, not 
private 
ownership. It 
caused 
degradation 
because all lands 
were open to 
anybody. 
HASHI wanted 
to help people 
own their 
resources 
again. 
People 
rushed to 
create their 
own private 
ngitilis, as well 
as communal 
village ngitilis.  
 
They 
sometimes 
bought land to 
do it. 
About 50% 
of ngitilis are 
small private 
lots and 50% 
larger 
communal 
lots. Most 
owned by 
men—
women may 
use them. 
 
There is a 
growing land 
shortage and 
some people 
are now 
landless, 
having sold 
land to 
others. 
IN
ST
IT
U
TI
O
N
S A council of elders ruled the village 
and imposed 
punishments on 
those breaking 
land-use rules. 
Traditional 
institutions which 
used to manage 
ngitilis, were 
destroyed. 
 
 
- 
In 1999 the 
Village 
Government 
became the 
lowest 
government 
level.  
Village 
Government 
has the right 
to control 
ngitili 
allocation 
and use. 
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Livelihood Analysis (Tool 4 steps 1, 2, and 3)  
 
We explained to the four groups of selected participants that a household’s income comes 
from all the noncash as well as cash sources that enable a household to get through the year 
successfully. Total annual cash and noncash income include: 
 
• All the items grown on farm or gathered from forests (including timber) or other off-
farm natural resources, and sold 
• All the items, grown on farm or gathered from forests (including timber) or other off-
farm natural resources, and eaten or used at home without being sold  
• Money received in wages or through trading 
• Money sent by other family members living and working outside the community 
 
Normally, in a village report, the data from all four participant groups would be presented. 
Here however we present only data from two groups.5 
 
The Poor/Very Poor Women’s Group  
 
Cash income: The group gave gum as their households’ chief source of cash forest income, 
followed by charcoal. Cotton was the most important farm crop sold, followed by maize and 
sorghum. This group did not mention cattle, but noted the importance of petty trade for cash. 
 
Noncash income: The most important forest contributions to noncash income were fuelwood, 
building materials, charcoal, thatch grass, and wild foods and fruits. 
 
Cash/noncash split: Poor and very poor women estimated that just under half their total 
annual income came from cash, and just over half from noncash sources (Table 2).6  
 
Table 2: Estimating Unaccounted for Income from Forests (Poor/Very Poor 
Women in Busongo) 
 
Cash income % Cash income estimated as 49% of 
total income 
Forest 14 6.86 7 
Farm 75 36.75 37 
Other 11 5.39 5 
 100 49 49 
Noncash income % Noncash income estimated as 51% 
of total income 
Forest 44 22.44 22 
Farm 56 28.56 29 
 100 51 51 
Total annual cash and noncash income 100% 100% 
 
The following charts present in summary the contribution of forest, farm, and other income 
sources to cash income, noncash income, and to the total annual income of poor/very poor 
women (weighted by the group between cash and noncash contributions).  
                                                 
5 Data gathered in Busongo were gathered in a training and tool-testing exercise, and some of the 
facilitators had not fully understood the task. The reason for their error has been corrected—but we 
cannot use their data. 
6 A figure that actually concurs well with the much more intensive Shinyanga survey reported on in the 
PROFOR Tanzania case study.  
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Chart 1: Poor Women in Busongo, Shinyanga—Cash Income 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chart 2: Poor Women in Busongo, Shinyanga—Noncash Income  
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Chart 3: Poor Women in Busongo, Shinyanga—All Income Sources 
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value of the cash and noncash contribution of forests to their household’s entire annual 
income at 29% of the total.  
 
By contrast, this is how the charts look in the case of Busongo’s rich and middle-income men.  
 
Chart 4: Middle-income/Rich Men in Busongo, Shinyanga—Cash Income  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chart 5: Middle-income/Rich Men in Busongo, Shinyanga—Noncash Income 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chart 6: Middle-income/Rich Men in Busongo, Shinyanga—All Income Sources 
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The Rich/Middle-income Men’s Group 
 
In the case of this group, while agriculture, livestock, salaries, and trade came well ahead of 
forests as a source of cash income, forest products are much the largest noncash source of 
income, contributing 34% to the noncash total. This is largely because of the importance of 
forest fodder for cattle.  
 
Rich and middle-income men calculated that 22% of the overall annual income of their 
households came from noncash forest resources. And they estimated the total value of the 
cash and noncash contribution of forests to their households’ entire annual income at 24% of 
the total.  
 
How Can We Place a Cash Value on These Percentages? 
 
For Busongo as a whole, with 255 households averaging six people to a household, and using 
a per capita income figure of US$242, it could be said that the population’s total annual 
income, excluding forest noncash income, is US$370,260. The missing US$81,457 (22%) 
from forest noncash income brings the overall figure up to US$451,717. 
 
Using a method set out in the last two pages of this case study, an attempt has been made to 
use the villagers’ own apportionment of households between four wealth ranks (rich, middle-
income, poor, and very poor), and their criteria for doing so, as a way of estimating household 
income within each wealth rank.7 Using these figures, (in each case excluding forest noncash 
income), a rich household’s income is about US$5,760, a middle-income household about 
US$2,809, a poor household about US$1,037, and a very poor household about US$511. 
 
Contribution of Forests to Income 
 
Averaging rich and middle-income households (as we did in the groups) we arrive at an 
annual household figure of US$3,939, while average income for poor and very poor 
households is US$852. 
 
Using these figures we can say that in the case of rich and middle-income households, forest 
noncash income adds US$867 (22%) to an annual income of US$3,939, making US$4,806. 
Of this grand total, US$1,153 (24%) is the total income derived from forest cash and noncash 
income. 
 
In the case of poor and very poor households, forest noncash income adds US$188 (22%) to 
an annual income of US$852, making US$1,040. Of this grand total, US$302 (29%) is 
derived from forest cash and noncash income. 
 
How Forest Income is Used 
 
The Use of Forest Income for Small and Medium Expenditures (Tool 4, 
Step 4a) 
 
Poor women note the importance of forest products (including the sale of ghee and milk from 
animals) for satisfying daily cash needs alongside wages and sales of farm produce. For 
medium-sized recurring expenses, such as schooling costs for children and medicines, 
livestock (seen as forest-based assets) and farm produce are sold. Rich and middle-income 
                                                 
7 The wealth rankings do not unfortunately take account of gender. 
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men use their private ngitili forests for daily and for recurrent cash income—from livestock, 
charcoal, gum etc.—alongside farm produce. 
 
The Use of Forest Income in Shocks and Emergencies (Tool 4, Step 4a) 
 
For major emergencies, only farmland, ngitili, or livestock sales would raise the cash 
required. Failing this, such expenditures could only be met through taking a loan.  
 
The Use of Forest Income in Livelihood Investment Strategies (Tool 4, 
Step 4b) 
 
Forests are used in investment strategies as well. The most important of these at a household 
level is investment in livestock, as a bank for saving against hard times. The forest protects a 
valuable investment by supplying the fodder which increases milk production and creates 
healthy animals. Thorny fencing gathered from the forest protects livestock against wild 
animals. The forest itself is also invested in through forest enrichment with fodder grasses and 
additional trees. 
 
The community invests for the future through village forests, using the timber from 
communal village ngitilis to construct staff houses for primary school teachers, and extra class 
rooms for the school. The Village Government protects village forests, applies bylaws, and 
encourages natural regeneration, for a better flow of products. 
 
The Way in Which the Different Groups Ranked the Importance of 
Tree and Forest Products (Tool 5)  
 
The products of most importance to the four wealth and gender groups can be tabulated and 
ranked as Table 3 shows. Cattle have been inserted into the table to make sure that the 
relationship between forests and cattle is fairly laid out. Cattle are the chief asset and store of 
wealth in Shinyanga, and they are fed, according to their owners, for 60–90% of the time on 
grazing that is reserved for them inside small privately and communally owned forests, where 
the trees protect the grazing until late in the dry season.    
 
However, although the huge importance of cattle came out in Tool 4 for all groups except 
poor women, and they were far more important than any (other) forest product, fodder was 
only explicitly mentioned by women cutting fodder and feeding animals at home. For this 
reason, cattle have also been mentioned here. 
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Table 3: Ranking the Importance of Tree and Forest Products by Gender and by 
Wealth Rank 
 
Forest Product Poor/Very Poor 
Women 
Middle-income/ 
Rich Women 
Poor/Very Poor 
Men 
Middle-income/ 
Rich Men 
 Cash Non- 
cash 
Cash Non- 
cash 
Cash Non- 
cash 
Cash Non-
cash 
Cattle - - 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Gum 1 - 2 - 2 - 4 - 
Fuelwood - 1 4 2 4 - - - 
Building materials - 2 - 5 - 3 - 2 
Traditional medicine - - - - - - 3 3 
Wild animals, birds - - - 3 - - - - 
Charcoal 2 3 3 7 3 2 2 4 
Tamarind + other wild 
fruit 
- 4 - - - - - - 
Timber - - - - 5 4 - - 
Thatch grass - 5 5 5 - - - - 
Fodder - 7 - 4 - - - - 
Wild green leaves, 
vegetation 
- 6 - - - - - - 
Honey - 8 - - - - - - 
Mushrooms - 9 - - - -  - 
Note: Low numbers mean a high ranking. 
 
Forest Problems and Solutions as Seen in Busongo (Tool 7) 
 
These problems and suggested solutions were generated by brainstorming problems in each 
group, ranking them, and discussing solutions for the most important concerns.  
 
Resource Availability Problems 
 
Farm and Forest Land Shortages 
 
The biggest problem of all for the poor is the lack of land for forest restoration and the 
creation of new ngitilis, and growing landlessness among the very poor. A very major 
problem is slowly emerging. 
 
To approach for a solution—village, district, and regional authorities: Group members 
stated that the growing shortage of farm and forest land should be addressed at village, 
district, and regional levels. What the poor women’s group suggested was no less than the 
reallocation of land for more equal utilization: especially of the extensive lands owned but not 
fully utilized by their owners. Village title gives the Village Government the right—and in 
principle the duty—to reallocate land within village boundaries, though such radical shift 
might well need higher-level authorities’ encouragement and support.  
 
Fuelwood Shortages, the Need to Plant Trees to Improve Access to 
Forest Resources, and Constraints  
 
This problem is an aspect of the first. Poorer villagers mentioned difficulties raising trees in a 
dry environment where trees can only be planted at the start of the rainy season. Women, for 
whom the communal village ngitli is the sole, inadequate source of fuelwood, advised each 
other to plant trees on field boundaries. They noted that water-stressed trees die from attacks 
by disease and insects, so it is necessary to expect a high death rate and plant extra seedlings, 
and to give them plenty of manure and mixed ash.  
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To approach for a solution—Ward- and district-level forestry authorities: The rich and 
middle-income men’s group addressed the tree-raising problem by proposing some outside 
solutions as well. They wanted more forestry extension assistance from the Ward and the 
District Government to meet the need for more tree seed and seedling supply, along with 
plastic (poly) bags, and help in forming farmers’ groups who could undertake tree nursery 
raising. 
 
Resource Access Problems 
 
Problems of Illicit Access to the Village’s Communally and Privately 
Owned Ngitilis  
 
Members of the poor men’s group complained about the unauthorized use of ngitilis including 
tree cutting for fuelwood for home use; the digging up of roots for herbal medicines; grazing 
of cattle or hunting in village forests; the starting of forest fires and unauthorized/illegal 
cultivation in forest areas. Some of these problems link to the first—poor women are stealing 
fuelwood and cultivating illegally because there is too little land for forest or agricultural use.  
 
To approach for a solution—the Village Government: Suggested solutions included 
sharing the patrol and policing of the resources more widely so that more individuals could be 
charged before village bylaw councils; changing the current security guards; and reinforcing 
local bylaws on sustainable forest utilization. 
 
Marketing Problems 
 
Gum Marketing 
 
Rich and middle-income men felt that they lacked good markets for gum, that prices were 
low, and that they needed to understand more about gum quality and varieties. They wanted 
better knowledge of current prices, and extension help with gum quality and varieties. 
 
To approach for a solution—district- and regional-level forestry officials: They suggested 
that the knowledge they needed could perhaps be accessed via district–regional-level forestry 
officials from the national Forestry and Bee-keeping Division of the Ministry of Natural 
Resources. 
 
Conflict with the Authorities over Charcoal Sales 
 
Poorer villagers had recently experienced difficulty in selling charcoal made from timber on 
their own ngitili land or farmland. Normally the Village Government provided a permit so 
that such charcoal could be taken to market. Villagers were finding that such permits were no 
longer being recognized on the road by police. 
 
To approach for a solution—the Village Government and district-level officials: 
Members of the poor and very poor women’s group said that clarification was needed from 
the District Government about the recognition of Village Government permits. What they 
were unaware of was that a national-level charcoal ban had just been announced, and nobody 
at this level was sure what was or was not legal any longer. From the point of view of poor 
villagers, an important source of cash, at a time when drought and hunger were biting, had 
suddenly been withdrawn.  
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Government Action Points 
 
Action by the Village Government 
 
• Growing landlessness needs debate at the Village Government level, from the 
perspectives of farmland and adequate access to forest resources 
• While illicit use of the ngitili resources of others must be dealt with through better 
surveillance, this deals only with the symptoms and not with the cause of the 
problem. More communal ngitili land has to be assigned, perhaps from what is 
currently underused private land 
 
Action by District-level Authorities 
 
• Landlessness and reduced access to forest resources needs debate and decision 
making at the district level, possibly after discussion with the regional level 
• Some clarification of the right to sell charcoal is needed, and this needs to be 
communicated to Village Governments and to the police force. If villagers are selling 
charcoal in a drought and emergency period, it might be best to defer the 
implementation of national-level policy changes 
 
Action by Ward-, District-, and Regional-level Forestry Authorities 
 
• Tree shortages in areas where villagers are keen to plant more trees must be addressed 
at least with seed, but ideally with a program of seedling production through farmers’ 
groups 
• Extension assistance is needed to help add value to the gum sales villagers make, 
through better understanding of species and quality  
 
Action by Regional-level Authorities 
 
Landlessness and reduced access to forest resources needs debate and decision making at the 
district level, possibly after discussion with the regional level. 
 
 
Preparing and Presenting Data for Different Audiences  
 
The Tools and the District Level 
 
Decentralization has given district-level officials new planning and reporting responsibilities 
in many countries, and local and national budgetary cycles may be more systematically linked 
than before. But in some cases, decentralization has disrupted the flow of data from the local 
level to the national level.   
 
This means that the Toolkit may be presented at the local level as a means of thinking about 
how to generate better data for the PRSP, or it may be seen as a tool in its own right for better 
understanding of forest issues in the district, and for planning purposes. In either case, the 
local level is likely to be the first place where Toolkit data will be presented. 
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Maintaining District Involvement in the Toolkit Process 
 
The full field manual (http://www.profor.info/content/livelihood_draft_toolkit.html) explains 
in detail how to involve the district beforehand in the Toolkit process, through site selection, 
discussion, and ideally the involvement in the field of one or two district-level officials.   
This paper instead illustrates how the Toolkit results and analysis can generate the following 
information:  
 
• The level of dependency of community members, particularly the poor, on forest 
products, by gender and by wealth rank 
• Estimates of the proportion of total income that comes from forest products, by 
gender and by wealth rank 
• Estimates of what this means in cash terms to poorer and wealthier households  
• The forest products of greatest importance for household consumption and income  
• Problems over access and tenure rights 
 
A brief fully written-up and illustrated case study is left with district-level officials, or sent to 
them as soon as possible after the field exercise, so that it can become the basis for other 
future action.   
 
The Tools and the National Level 
 
The Poverty-Forests Linkages Toolkit process begins and ends at the national level. The links 
established in the Ministry that manages and monitors the progress of the PRS process, and 
the Ministry that is responsible for forests are the two key points to return to with written-up 
case studies.  
The Department or Ministry of Forests 
 
When all the data are ready there should be a presentation to the Ministry of Forests, and a 
discussion of how best to use the data from the Toolkit to make a case for the importance of 
forests to the poor. 
 
Other Ministries 
 
Depending on how the original contacts were made at the national level before the Toolkit 
team began conducting field exercises, it may be necessary to report back to other Ministries 
directly, as well an indirectly via the Ministry of Forests. Opportunities should be sought in 
the first instance with the PRS Secretariat and with the PRS working group/s with which 
contact was established before going to the field. If a national-level poverty monitoring 
system is established, or is in the process of being established, discussion of appropriate 
questions or indicators to include may be invited.   
 
Presentations should also be made to others who expressed an interest before field exercises 
began. They would certainly include the World Bank, the other main poverty and forests 
donors, and perhaps interested PRS working groups as well.  
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Identifying Opportunities for Getting Forests–Poverty Linkages 
into Data Collection Systems 
 
As the result of a Toolkit exercise, a variety of opportunities for having the contribution of 
forests and off-farm natural resources to livelihoods included in current data gathering may be 
presented. During field testing in Tanzania, the following opportunities were presented:  
 
Opportunity 1: PRS Cluster 1 is concerned with growth and the reduction of income 
poverty. Under this cluster, Goal 4 aims to reduce the income poverty of men and women in 
rural areas, with the target of “increased contributions from wildlife, forestry and fisheries to 
rural incomes.”  
 
Potential action: Forestry was not originally included in this system due to a lack of 
understanding of forests’ contribution to poverty reduction. The designers of the database are 
now revisiting this assumption. 
 
Opportunity 2: PRS cluster priorities and targets are linked sectorally through the Medium 
Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF) and budgeting processes, which are tied to financial 
resource allocation.  
 
Potential action: The Forestry Division has to make a case for its contribution to poverty 
reduction, and suggest indicators it could use to do so. The Toolkit’s findings are being used 
as this process develops.  
 
Opportunity 3: Forest and natural resources contributions to poverty reduction are not 
currently captured by the Household Budget Survey (HBS).  
 
Potential action: However, additional forestry questions are now being debated. Staff in the 
Ministry of Planning and Empowerment (the new implementing agency for the PRSP) were 
convinced by data from the Toolkit test that forestry needs to be included in the HBS 
questionnaire. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The forest sector has for some time been looking for ways to make a better case for its 
capacity to support the poor. It is hoped that this Toolkit will be used to raise the profile of the 
role of forests for local consumption, help in hard times, and contribute to poverty reduction 
in the lives of poor people. It is also hoped that the Toolkit may point the way to a more 
active role for forestry organizations in the future, as contributors of poverty data to national 
PRS processes; to national forest programs where they exist; and to compilers of international 
forest data such as FAO’s five-yearly Forest Resource Assessments. 
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